The central argument of this paper is that non-accusative alignment is fixed by a small number of specific parameter settings. Changes to or from non-accusative alignment result from changes in these settings. Non-accusative alignment occurs when v assigns inherent case to the external argument in its specifier. This property can be identified with a feature in v that we label for convenience [Spec CASE ]. We assume that [Spec CASE ] is incompatible with the presence of uninterpretable case features on v. The consequence that v is unable to check the case feature of the object, so that the object must check its case feature by some other means.
In the non-accusative alignment exemplified in Indo-Iranian languages such as Hindi and Kurmanji (northern Kurdish), the object enters into an Agree relation with T. Change to a system of this type occurs when language learners encounter primary linguistic data where there is a detectable Agree relation between the object and T, but no evidence that the object checks the EPP feature of T. As we show in section 2, this kind of configuration arises in fairly specific set of circumstances.
In the active pattern exemplified by Old Japanese, the object checks its case feature by raising to a functional projection immediately to the left of vP, resulting in OSV order. The change to accusative alignment in this language occurred when inherent case in Spec, vP was attrited, largely due to changes in the pronominal system. The eventual result of these changes is loss of the [Spec CASE ] feature in v. Old Japanese also raises the issue of the source for such an alignment system in earlier stages of the language. Yanagida and Whitman (2009) suggest, in conjunction with proposals by Gildea (1998 Gildea ( , 2000 , that the system results from reanalyis of a predicate nominal system involving an object nominalization.
The paper is organized as follows. In 10.2 we establish what we suggest is a consensus theory of ergative alignment. In section 10.3 we examine the case of Iranian. In this section we also discuss a problem with the widespread hypothesis that ergative alignment can originate from passive constructions. In section 10.4 we discuss the changes in alignment of premodern Japanese.
A baseline theory of ergativity
A formal account of alignment change requires a precise synchronic account of ergativity. While research over the past 20 years has made clear the heterogeneity of non-accusative alignment systems, we adopt as a baseline approach the treatment of Hindi alignment in Anand and Nevins (2006) . Under this approach, agents receive inherent ergative case in their base position Spec, v, but raise to the surface subject position in Spec, T to check the EPP feature of T. T enters into an Agree relation with the direct object, checking its own uninterpretable ϕ features and the ϕ features of the object, including case. Anand and Nevins take the view that traces are ignored by the Minimal Link Condition and v in Hindi is defective; therefore T is able to establish an Agree relation with the object.
( Thus in (1), the agent argument Raam recieves inherent ergative case in Spec, vP and raises to check the EPP feature of T. The uninterpretable ϕ-features of T are checked under Agree with the internal argument rotii 'bread'. The main empirical evidence that Anand and Nevins provide for this analysis comes from scope reconstruction facts: while ergative subjects take unambiguous wide scope over objects, nominative subjects (found outside the perfective paradigm) allow both wide and narrow scope relative to an object. This difference is important, as most previous treatments have claimed that ergative and nominative subjects in "morphologically ergative" languages are syntactically indistinguishable. Anand and Nevins account for the scopal difference by deriving scope ambiguity from reconstruction, and postulating that only items in an Agree relationship may be reconstructed.
The analysis of ergative as inherent case assigned at the base position of the subject converges with many recent treatments (Woolford 1997; Legate 2002 Legate , 2006 Legate , 2008 Aldridge 2004) Summarizing, assignment of inherent case to the external argument by v is the core feature of non-accusative alignment.
3 Iranian: non-nominative subject with participial predicate to ergative
The syntactic changes resulting in the ergative pattern in Indo-Iranian have often been analyzed as resulting from reanalysis of passive to ergative (Matthews 1952 , Estival and Myhill 1988 , Harris and Campbell 1995 . In this section, we dispute this
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Anand and Nevins describe Hindi ergative case as lexical case. We adopt the view of Woolford (2006) on the distinction between lexical and inherent case: lexical case is idiosyncratic, associated with particular lexical items, while inherent case is associated with particular thematic roles or argument positions, such as the position of external arguments. 2 Note that, strictly speaking, the label of Hindi as 'ergative' is incorrect: Hindi is an active system, as it allows ergative intransitives (unergatives). This in fact simplifies the characterization of Hindi ne: it is assigned to all external arguments, while ergative marking in the strict sense is restricted to external arguments in [transitive] clauses.
analysis, adopting instead the hypothesis of Benveniste (1952 Benveniste ( /1966 ) (see also Anderson 1976) that ergative in Iranian results from reanalysis of a non-nominative subject pattern, described by Benvensite as a possessive construction. We then consider the broader theoretical reasons why passive > ergative reanalysis is problematic.
Iranian
The Iranian ergative pattern originates from constructions involving perfective participles in -ta (< pIE *-to). In transitives, these show gender and number agreement with the object, and do not assign accusative case. In a highly influential proposal, Benveniste (1952 Benveniste ( /1966 (Benveniste 1966: 179) The genitive possessor is generated in the matrix VP and controls PRO in the external argument position of the participial phrase. We take take no position on whether genitive at the stage of (2-3) is an inherent case or is assigned structurally within the matrix VP, but diachronically, the genitive on the matrix posessor is the result of the merger of genitive and dative in Old Persian. In (2) we show the matrix genitive possessor as raised to Spec, TP, based on the arguments of Haig (2008: 52-53) . Haig shows that the genitive in this pattern controls null subjects across coordinate clauses and into clausal adjuncts. On this analysis, which essentially formalizes Benveniste's (1952 Benveniste's ( /1966 proposal, the construction in (2) is a quirky or non-nominative subject In the past (5a), the ergative subject is marked oblique; agreement is triggered by the nominative direct object. In the present (5b), the subject is marked nominative and triggers agreement. Matras (1992 Matras ( , 1997 shows that in past transitive clauses the ergative (oblique-marked) argument has subject properties such as being a target for control. The subject properties of ergative arguments can be explained, as in Anand and Nevins' analysis of Hindi, by assuming that both nominative and ergative subjects raise to Spec, T. However ergative subjects also show syntactic properties distinct from nominative subjects: (6) The contrast in (6) can be explained by analyzing (6a) as a case of across-the board raising of the subject to matrix Spec, T. The subjects in (6a) in both conjuncts bear the same ϕ-(in particular, case) features. In (6b), however, the nominative and ergative (oblique) subjects bear different case features; thus ATB raising is blocked. 4 We have seen that in a relatively well-studied modern Iranian language identified by specialists as ergative, the properties of ergative alignment are consistent with the baseline model adopted in 1.2. Not all Middle Iranian languages (e.g, Sogdian) are ergative, but for those that are, such as Middle Persian in (4), the analysis in 1.2 is consistent with the data.
In the development from Old to Middle Iranian, the main changes are the merger of the non-nominative case forms on pronouns, the loss of most case endings on nouns, and the loss of Aorist tense, with the result that the participial construction was reanalyzed as the only way to express past. We take this last change to be accompanied by reanalysis of existential 'be' in the participial construction as an 4 The data are somewhat more complicated, in an interesting way. Contexts parallel to (6b) with a third person singular subject allow a null subject in the second conjunct (Matras 1997: 641) . This can be explained by a change in progress that is is underway in Kurmanji, whereby many speakers allow in informal discourse a "double oblique" pattern also found in some Eastern Iranian languages (Payne 1980), where both subject and object surface with oblique case. In the double oblique pattern, normally neither subject nor object agrees with the verb, but some speakers also allow a pattern where the subject in this pattern triggers agreement (Dorleijn 1996) . Since third person singular agreement is zero, a null third person subject in the second conjunct can be analyzed as pro licensed by agreement, rather than the trace of ATB raising.
auxiliary. As a consequence of this reanalyis, 'be' ceases to assign a theta role, and the pattern in (2) The pattern in (7) is fully ergative in the sense defined in 1.2. The derivation of this pattern from the possessive pattern in (2) involves a minimal step, loss of the theta position (possessor or location) originally associated with existential 'be'. After this change, the trace of the external argument in (7) must be analyzed as the foot of a chain whose head does not check case, since T checks its case with the object.
Therefore, the foot of the chain, in Spec vP, is analyzed by learners as an inherent case position. The consequence is the introduction of the [Spec CASE ] feature into v.
Viewed this way, the possessive structure hypothesized by Benveniste provides the crucial ingredients for an accusative to ergative reanalysis. Participles already have the property of not licensing accusative case, and agreeing with their objects.
Indo-Iranian-type ergative languages further require movement of the agent argument to Spec, TP (that is, T in these languages bears an EPP feature). Here too, it is crosslinguistically common for 'quirky' possessor obliques to raise to subject position.
If we assume that matrix possessors rose to Spec, TP in the source consruction (2), no change in the surface position of the subject is required in (7).
Passive origin theories
This contrasts with the hypothesis that ergatives, in Indo-Iranian in particular, derive from passives. Some problems with this hypothesis have been widely pointed out. For instance, while Indo-Iranian had a highly productive passive in -ya with instrumental agents, no Indic or Iranian variety has developed an ergative pattern based on -ya (Butt 2001 , Bynon 2005 , Haig 2008 . In this section we focus on a theoretical problem for passive origin theories. 'Quirky case' phenomena, involving movement of a non-nominative DP into subject position, are well known crosslinguistically. Possessor datives (or in the case of Iranian, dative/genitives) are one of the best known instances of this phenomenon. But 'quirky by-phrases', that is, patterns where the agent phrase in a passives moves to subject position, appear not to exist.
To make this point, consider Korean case stacking as a productive diagnostic for quirky case. In Korean, the 'inner' case of the DP is assigned in its base position, and the 'outer' case marker in its derived position (Yoon 1996) . In the instance of DPs with stacked nominative case, the DP moves to Spec, TP to check the EPP feature of T. Possessor datives, along with other oblique case markers such as locative, can be 'case stacked' with nominative case (8a, b). However case stacking with agent phrases in passives is impossible, even when the agent marker is spelled out as morphological dative (8c) The generalization that agent phrases in passives cannot occupy subject position is a basic tenent of modern syntactic theories. The issue is salient in frameworks incorporating the VP-internal subject hypothesis; in such frameworks, since Fukui and Speas (1986) , it has become commonplace to generate the passive by-phrase in the underlying external argument position. Collins (2005) and Bowers (2010) present hypotheses which explicitly account for why the by-phrase does not raise to subject position (and why the internal argument is able to raise over it). Regardless of which account of these facts is correct, the core fact is that agents in passives do not raise to subject position, even for EPP feature checking. Let us refer to this property as the analysis has been proposed, and suggest that they are indeed dubious.
Indic
Indic is superficially a better case for passive > ergative reanalysis than Iranian, because the predominant transitive pattern in Sanskrit with -ta participles expresses agents in the instrumental, as in -ya passives. However as Butt (2001) (2). This is essentially the position of Bynon (2005).
Instrumentals
Garrett (1990) argues that instrumentals can be the diachronic source for NP split ergativity, that is, the common pattern where ergative marking applies to NPs low on Silverstein's (1976) NP hierarchy, such as inanimates. The basic idea is that in an agentless expression like The door opened with the key, the instrument argument can be reinterpreted as an ergative subject, and the case marking it receives (say, instrumental) reinterpreted as ergative case.
Note that Garrett's hypothesis does not say that passives can be reanalyzed as ergatives. It specifically does not claim that passive by-phrases phrases are reanalyzed as ergative subjects; it says that instruments can be reanalyzed this way. Garrett's claim is consistent with the view we have developed here that 'quirky case' -movement of an argument to Spec, TP is a step in the reanalysis of an oblique argument as an ergative subject, because instrument arguments, unlike agent phrases in passives, may move to subject position. Thus instrument arguments in Korean, unlike agent phrases in passives, do allow nominative case stacking, unlike the agent phrases of passives: 6 (9) I nom uy wuwulcung ey uyhase ka ay tul i ceyil manhi cwuk-ess-ci. that bastard gen depression by NOM kid PL NOM most many died-PAST-SUSP 'Probably because of that bastard depression kids died the most.'
Polynesian
Polynesian is often cited as an example of passive > ergative reanalysis, based on Chung's (1976) hypothesis that the passive pattern found in accusative Polynesian languages such as Maori was reanalyzed to produce the ergative pattern found in languages such as Tongan and Samoan. However this hypothesis coexists with the opposed view that the change in Polynesian was ergative to accusative. Dixon (1994: 192) concludes that in the absence of "a plausible reconstruction that is plainly superior to any competitor" "neither side in this debate has so far proved its case. In sum, there is no clear case of passive to ergative reanalysis as a historically attested phenomenon. Given that passives are common in the world's languages, and ergative alignment is not uncommon, this fact would be surprising, if passive were a common source of ergativity. The approach we have developed in this section explains why passives do not seem to give rise to ergative alignment: in core cases of ergative alignment, the ergative subject occupies the surface subject position. Passives systematically disallow agent phrases from occupying subject position. This is a fundamental obstacle to reanalysis of the agent phrase in a passive as an ergative subject.
In this section we have shown that Benveniste's analysis of the Iranian -ta participle construction as participle + 'be', with 'be' selecting a possessor argument coreferent with the agent of the participial phrase, accounts naturally for the genesis of tense-sensitive ergativity. In the original construction, the possessor argument checks the EPP feature of T. After 'be' is reanalyzed as an auxiliary, eliminating the possessor theta position, the agent argument is reanalyzed as raising directly to check the EPP feature of T.
Alignment change in Japanese
Modern Japanese (all varieties) is a textbook example of a nominative-accusative language. Nominative ga marks the subject of both transitive and intransitive clauses.
Accusative o marks the direct object of transitive clauses. Historically, however, ModJ ga descends from a genitive marker, which is used in Old Japanese (8th c.) to mark possessors of NP and the subjects of a variety of subordinate clause types. In OJ, ga co-exists with another genitive marker, no, which is the ancestor of the modern standard Japanese genitive marker. The syntactic and semantic differences between ga and no in OJ have long been debated by traditional Japanese linguists, but Yanagida (2005 Yanagida ( , 2007a argues that ga functioned as an active case marker, in a split active system restricted to certain types of subordinate clauses. In this section, we first briefly introduce the phenomenon of active alignment, then motivate the split active analysis of OJ. We describe the change from split active to nominative alignment in Middle and Early Modern Japanese, and then suggest a possible scenario for the source of split active alignment in nominalized clauses in earlier Japanese.
Active alignment
In active languages, also called active-stative (Klimov 1974 (Klimov , 1977 Mithun 1991) or split intransitive (Dixon 1994) , intransitive subjects show two distinct patterns:
agentive intransitive subjects (typically unergatives) pattern with transitive subjects, while non-agentive intransitive subjects (typically unaccusatives) pattern with transitive objects. This is illustrated by the Guaraní examples in (11). [pronominal] external arguments. We discuss the licensing of object case after introducing the basic facts of OJ alignment.
Active Alignment in Old Japanese
Through Late Middle Japanese (16th century), Japanese distinguished conclusive (root) clauses from a variety of subordinate clause types that we will refer to as nominalized.
The conclusive/nominalized distinction was marked on the predicate in some conjugations. The conclusive form of the verb (13) We see an active pattern in OJ (14). In (14a-b) the external argument, that is, the agent of the transitive (14a) and unergative (14b) verbs, is marked by the genitive particle ga. In (14c-d) , the patient subject of the unaccusative verb behaves like the object of the transitive verb in (14a): both are zero-marked. Ga marks DPs higher on the Nominal Hierarchy (12). The first and second person pronouns wa and na are obligatorily marked with ga.
[Human] DPs are marked by ga when specific.
Non-human DPs do not appear with ga, except for anthropomorphized nouns such as tazu 'crane' and pi 'sun'. With third person subjects, the choice of ga depends not only on the semantics of the DP but on the semantics of the predicate. The contrast between ga and zero marked subjects is sensitive to the Nominal Hierarchy and the thematic role assigned by the verb. Table 1 
Object marking in Old Japanese nominalized clauses
While bare objects occur between the subject and the verb, they are almost without exception non-branching N 0 s, as in (14c). Yanagida (2007a, b) shows that objects in this position are incorporated into the verb. The restriction of bare objects to incorporated N 0 s suggests that v in nominalized clauses is unable to check case on the object. 9 Of course this is what is expected in a language with non-accusative alignment: in our baseline account of ergative/active languages, v does not license object case. How, then, are phrasal objects licensed?
Yanagida (2006) shows that phrasal objects appear to the left of ga-marked subject in Old Japanese. In other words, for phrasal objects in nominalized clauses in OJ, constituent order is OSV, a striking difference from later varieties of Japanese.
Examples are given in (15). (15) Yanagida and Whitman (2009) show that OJ wo is a marker of specificity. Thus wo may mark wh-phrases, but when it does, they receive a specific interpretation:
Sipo pwi-na-ba tamamo kari tum-ye ipye no tide recede-PERF-if seaweed cut gather-IMP house GEN imwo ga pamaduto kop-aba nani wo simyesa-m-u? (MY 360) wife AGT shore.gift want-if what OBJ proffer-CONJ-ADN 'If the tide has gone out, cut and gather the precious seaweed! If my wife at home asks for gifts from the shore, which (other) shall I offer her?' We see then that OJ objects are fundamentally bare, conforming to the active case marking pattern in Table 1 , but they may be marked with wo if specific. The most striking fact about OJ nominalized transitive clauses is that their constituent order is OSV. Since placement of non-incorpprated objects to the left of the subject is obligatory, this fact would seem to be related to case licensing. 
Analysis
On the baseline account of non-accusative alignment that we presented in 1.2, non-accusative v has two properties: it assigns inherent case to the external argument, but does not license case on the object. The Hindi pattern as analyzed by Anand and Nevins represents one reponse to this situation: movement of the external argument to check the EPP feature of T enables an Agree relation between T and the object.
Old Japanese represents another response to the basic properties of non-accusative v. There is no evidence for an Agree relation between T and the object in OJ, but there is clear evidence for dislocation of the object. We hypothesize that the object is attracted by an EPP-bearing functional projection on the minimal phase edge. The object checks its case feature with the head of this projection. Because the inherent case of the external argument is checked off in situ, movement of the object over the subject in Spec, vP does not violate Shortest Move (cf. Legate 2008) . Yanagida and Whitman (2009) hypothesize that the head that attracts the object to the left of the subject is Aspect. Support for this view comes from Washio's (2004) analysis of OJ aspect selection. Washio shows that the distribution of the two OJ perfective auxiliaries, tu and nu, is sensitive to the transitivity of VP. On this analysis, OJ transitive sentences have the following structure: (18) It is somewhat more difficult to establish whether T bears an EPP feature at this period. If it does, the ga-marked subject must check the EPP feature of T in intransitive nominalized clauses, and the wo-marked object must check this feature in transitive clauses, to maintian OSV order. Harris and Campbell (1995: 258) describe as a possible but hypothetical change a shift from active to accusative alignment caused by reanalyis of an active case marker as nominative. Klimov (1974 Klimov ( , 1977 In the transition from OJ to Early Middle Japanese (9th century), the pronominal system undergoes major changes. In particular, the monosyllabic deficient personal pronouns wa 'I', na 'thou', ta 'who', and si 's/he' are lost in EMJ, except in frozen expressions where wa serves as a possessor. As we noted in 3.2, these pronouns are always marked with active ga in OJ when they serve as subjects, so their loss results in a signficant reduction in the quantity of ga-marked external arguments encountered by the language learner. Japanese supplants the earlier accusative pattern, at exactly the period when wo (originally a marker of specificity) is reanalyzed as a structural accusative and inherent ga disappears.
Change from active to accusative
Yamada finds ga in all types of intransitives in 16 th century LMJ, both unergatives and unacusatives. This indicates that ga is no longer sensitive to the thematic role of the subject; that is ga has ceased to be an inherent case. By the 17 th century, ga reappears in transitive clauses, with subjects of all types, as indicated by data like the following:
(21) ano mono ga orusu wo itas-eba (Kyôgen Busu, Toraakira-bon 1647) that person NOM watch.house ACC do-if 'if that person watches over the house' By this period, conclusive and adnominal clause ending have completely merged in favor of the latter; that is, the adnominal endings have been reanalyzed as matrix clause endings. As a consequence, the syntax of adnominal clauses, which has changed from active to nominative with overt structural case markers, becomes the alignment pattern of main clauses in Japanese.
We can summarize the changes outlined above as follows:
(22) Active > accusative in Japanese a. Decrease in ga-marked pronouns, increase in no-marked transitive subjects. Consequence: loss of evidence for case-checking movement of object. b. Wo reanalyzed as structural accusative Consequence: inherent ga restricted to intransitive clauses. Under this analysis, the loss of active alignment in OJ nominalized clauses is triggered by independent developments, much as the reanalysis of the copula as auxiliary in Iranian participle constructions triggers the change to ergative alignment.
In Middle Japanese, attrition of active subjects in transitives led to the reanalysis of wo as a structural case marker. This in turn led to limitation of inherent ga to intransitive clauses, and eventually its reanalysis as a structural nominative.
Conclusion
In developing the account of alignment change in this paper, we have focused on a fairly small number of parametric changes. Chief among them are changes affecting 
